Research, for all its claims to objectivity, cannot sit outside the in uence of broader systems of norms and rules. For instance, the rise in popular credibility of opinion polls, deliberative dialogues and other new techniques of consultation to measure public values and beliefs, happened in counterpoint to the decline in both the credibility and feasibility of elected representatives performing this function. As the daily dynamic of interactions among individuals, groups and institutions gradually changes societal systems of rules and norms, so too does the research process change and accommodate accordingly.
Some authors have recently argued that we have reached a sea-change in science and technology with the accumulation of these accommodations. 1, 2 We have created a fundamental breakdown in the old differentiation of science experts from deferential non-experts. There is now a different and necessarily more cooperative relationship, they argue, between researchers, practitioners and lay persons in the production of scienti c knowledge.
A common trend in these scholarly works is the idea that research and knowledge production processes in society are evolving and departing from a monolithic and isolated view of science. Research and science have become contested terrain where multiple approaches and perspectives are legitimate and must learn to coexist. Such evolution blurs the frontiers between researchers, practitioners and citizens and pushes toward more interactions among these groups. This leads to an almost inevitable interest in collaborative research or partnerships in research.
It is not easy to de ne collaborative research precisely. As with any emerging trend, it can be related to different intellectual traditions. For the sake of this collection of papers, we de ned collaborative research as a deliberate set of interactions and processes designed speci cally to bring together those who study societal problems and issues (researchers) with those who act on or within those societal problems and issues (decision-makers, practitioners, citizens). Collaborative research implies the involvement of non-researchers in the conduct of research but excludes partnership when it is just for funding or access to research sites. In this context it is not necessarily, although often it is practically, multidisciplinary collaboration. Elsewhere the term 'ongoing linkage and exchange' has been used to describe the trend. 3 The motivations of those engaged in collaborative research are multiple:
. to broaden the range of choices in de ning problems and assembling methodologies,
. to better interpret research ndings, . to encourage greater use of research ndings to solve problems and address issues, . to bring about changes in the way researchers think, practitioners take action or society uses knowledge.
In the following sections, we argue that the current popularity of collaborative research is a convergence between emerging forces and traditions within academia and changing rules and norms within policy and management, particularly the public management of health and social policy. First, we discuss brie y the converging streams of academic work behind collaborative research. We then describe how the eld of policymaking and management, through a commitment to evidence-based decision-making, has developed an interest in collaboration with researchers to produce knowledge. We then position the papers in this supplement: three introductory case studies from the perspective of the collaborating investigators; three articles that evaluate, from the perspective of the research funding agency, the impact of grant programmes that encourage collaborative research; two papers analysing the impact of collaboration on research domains; and, nally, a review of lessons for collaborative research from outside health care. Finally, we extract a few lessons that emerge from the collection of papers.
The academic roots of collaborative research
Four streams of academic work have contributed to the growing interest in and legitimacy of collaborative research: action research, participatory research, programme evaluation and knowledge-utilisation research.
Action research has a long tradition in social science. 4 As Susman and Evered point out, action research can be seen as a response to the crisis faced by many scholarly disciplines: 'The principal symptom of the crisis is that as our research methods and techniques have become more sophisticated, they have also become increasingly less useful for solving practical problems that members of organisations face'. 5 Action research is based on a pragmatic epistemology which implies that you gain knowledge about a social or organisational system by trying to implement changes in such a system. 6, 7 According to Argyris and colleagues, values expressed in actions; and it challenges the status quo.
Not surprisingly, such a conception of research has an impact on the nature of the relationship between researchers and practitioners. Collaborative research can be seen as a process or style of research that has many commonalties with the action research perspective. For instance, Lilford and colleagues recently identi ed collaboration on total quality management and action research as being essentially the same modes of investigation, 8 and Fox recommends a transformation of action research into collaborative research designed to produce 'practice-based evidence'. 9 In collaborative research, the framing of problems and research processes is embedded in speci c social and organisational contexts, and takes seriously the speci c information and knowledge needed by the practitioners working in that context. As in action research, one of the issues for collaborative research is how to contribute to practical problem solving without sacri cing the generation of novel and 'generalisable' knowledge.
Another approach to research, participatory-action research (PAR), is also based on more collaborative forms of inquiry. PAR can be seen as a variation of action research that departs from the Lewinian focus on producing local change and explicitly recognises the interrelationship between knowledge and power. PAR focuses on the generation of broad social change and it is based on a critical epistemology in which the positions of actors in the knowledge processes are systematically and deliberately assessed. PAR strives for a change in the balance of power in society and organises itself to actively favour the marginal groups in any context. 10 Adopting an objective of changing the balance of power has important consequences for the practice of applied research. It implies democratisation such that researchers and practitioners are in similar positions to control the process of knowledge production and the interpretation and meanings of knowledge. The assumption behind P AR is that knowledge is the source of power in society and if someone wants to achieve change in any collective settings he or she must become part of the processes used to produce and distribute knowledge. For PAR, as in action research, the type of knowledge produced and its appropriate use is inseparable from the processes used to produce it. Collaborative research under PAR implies a political alliance between researchers and practitioners in order to achieve emancipatory objectives. 10 The primary aim of collaborative research in such a perspective is not instrumental (neither solving local problems nor generating universal and generalisable knowledge); it is to foster broad social and political change.
Programme evaluation is an expanding eld of applied research. Work by many, but most noticeably by Michael Patton, has contributed to the popularity of more collaborative forms of research. In his book Utilization-focused Evaluation, Patton suggests that one of the main responsibilities of an evaluator is to ensure that evaluation results will be used by some pre-de ned or speci c publics. 11 In order to achieve this objective, Patton promotes a collaborative evaluation process in which managers, policy-makers or other speci c groups are involved early in the evaluation process and play a role in the framing of the evaluation and in the interpretation of research. However, in this process, the evaluator keeps his or her professional responsibility and must be in a position to resist illegitimate demands by the 'clients' of the evaluation. Moreover, according to Patton, a collaborative approach to evaluation has pedagogical value as both the evaluators and the 'clients' learn through their experience of collaboration. Even if evaluation results are not used in the immediate context of the collaborating practitioners, the evaluation process is still useful because of the mutual learning generated by the collaboration.
Works on knowledge utilisation provide insight into the role of 'user and doer' interactions in the utilisation of research results. 12, 13 This stream of literature, unlike the various forms of action research, carries no explicit ideological or political remit. It is perhaps the most pragmatic of the streams converging on the growth of collaborative forms of research. It brings together the results of research in areas such as education 14, 15 that identify the main determinants of the application of knowledge in practice. Thus, the primary motivation for collaboration comes from the demonstration that a major predictor for the application of research to practice is the extent of interaction throughout the research process between the researchers and the practitioners who could potentially use the results.
Among those investigating knowledge utilisation, there are narrow and broad de nitions of the outcome of interest -how research is applied outside the research world. For some, the purpose of collaboration is to ensure the local application of the speci c research results, comparable in this regard to some programme evaluation. For others, collaboration provides a window for the researcher to better understand the questions and approaches of the practitioner and vice-versa. This is the distinction between instrumental and enlightenment uses of research described long ago by Weiss. 15 Thus, these four distinct but clearly related academic traditions converge on collaborative research. Action research sees collaboration as a necessary part of knowledge accumulation -knowledge acquired in the sterile laboratory of the isolated scientist is not real knowledge; only by embedding the investigator in the context under study can knowledge with tangible practical consequences be accumulated. Participatoryaction research sees collaboration as a political necessity, supporting the democratisation of knowledge production and exploiting the link with knowledge to empower marginalised groups and individuals in society. In both these research traditions, the distinction between scientist and non-scientist is neither privileged nor valued. Research is a cooperative endeavour in order to produce usable or emancipating knowledge.
In contrast, the programme evaluation and knowledge utilisation streams treat collaboration as a pragmatic requirement, able to maximise the chances of having an impact -however de ned -on practice and policy. In contrast to action research traditions, there is still a distinction between the scientist and the nonscientist, but there is a mutual respect for the distinctive expertise that each brings to the research process. As Huberman has commented about this form of collaboration: 'there are reciprocal effects, such that we are no longer in a conventional research-to-practice paradigm but in more of a conversation among professionals bringing different expertise to bear on the same topic'. 14
The practice and policy roots of collaborative research
Those on the practice and policy side of the collaboration have been undergoing their own transformations. In the mid-twentieth century, following the Second World War, the role of the state was to encourage the availability of science, through funding of researchers and research infrastructure. Until the seminal Rothschild Report in the UK in the early 1970s, little beyond this passive relationship to research was thought to be needed to ensure its application. 16 The Rothschild Report, however, created the distinction between basic and applied research, and recommended for the latter a far more active and even contractual relationship between the state and science. While collaboration would be a misnomer for what Rothschild envisioned, this was the rst recognition that more than a bystander role for the state might be needed to extract full worth from the research it funded.
On both sides of the Atlantic, the 1970s and 1980s spawned a dramatic growth in applied research centres and units as potential recipients of these contracts. Collaboration started to emerge as some policy-makers and practitioners sought and gained representation in the governance and priority-setting of such unitstrading contracts on speci c studies for more pervasive in uence on overall agendas. 17 Kogan and Henkel describe the lessons from this era well, when they refer to the rich collaborative bonds that marked the most successful of the UK government's research commissioning programmes: 'P olicies can only be implemented successfully and practice improved in the areas of social welfare if those who seek to analyse issues and suggest solutions are interactive and re exive. Government must be authoritative as it determines its policy priorities and allocates money to researchers. But the concepts to which it can better apply its energies are interaction rather than steerage'. 18 Nevertheless, research commissioning was still very much seen as a specialist activity. In the social policy area in particular the demand for science was not pervasive. It took the evidence-based medicine movement of the 1990s to generate a wider sense of responsibility on the part of practitioners and policy-makers for the use of available research. Coupled with an increase in the degree of accountability expected from those organising and providing public services, the evidence-based medicine movement broadened to include evidencebased management and evidence-based policy. Walshe and Rundall 19 and Klein 20 have written respectively on the rise of these phenomena in the health sector, and Davies, Nutley and Smith have surveyed the same movement in public services more generally. 21 In the early 1990s, the UK implemented an entire research and development strategy for the National Health Service; 22 in the US the Agency for Health Care Policy and Research created and funded Evidence-based Practice Centres; and the P rime Minister's National Forum on Health in Canada heralded a decade of investments in evidence-based decision-making. The practitioners and policy-makers of health care were made aware of the need to collaborate with the research world in signalling and obtaining the evidence that could underpin their service delivery responsibilities.
The resulting impetus for collaboration in research was recently summarised in the UK's Comptroller and Auditor General's Report to Parliament on commissioning of research by government departments. 23 The report states that 'encouraging partnership between researchers and users is a precondition of delivering evidence-based policy-making . . . From our discussions with departments and research users, and our review of the literature on research utilisation, we would advocate that research users are engaged in all stages of the research procurement process . . . This will help ensure that the research is both relevant and utilised'.
Kogan and Henkel label these eras as rst the sponsorship model, in which unencumbered grants allowed unconstrained investigators to generate new knowledge, largely according to their own priorities. This was followed by the managerial relationship, in which speci c and linear tasks were carefully speci ed for researchers who were then monitored closely for their compliance. Finally, they label the predominant emerging mode of government research commissioning as collaboration, wherein 'the patterns of learning are interactive'. 17 Thus, the policy and practice worlds have arrived at collaboration with researchers as the latest tool for extracting the most from science for service delivery and policy. The practice and policy world is converging on the same collaborative destination as the four trends outlined above for the academic world, but after a very different journey.
The papers in this collection
The purpose of the collection assembled here is not to provide answers to the challenges presented by this ever more frequent use of collaborative research but rather to generate debate about its value, to share the experiences some have had with its implementation, and to re ect on the frameworks and models used to motivate it.
The original idea for the supplement came from a workshop held by the Canadian Health Services Research Foundation (CHSRF) in 2002 to explore the value of collaboration between researchers and decisionmakers as an approach and methodology for applied health services research. The workshop brought together the foundation's investigators -all of whom were working in collaborative relationships -to explore the successes and failures, and the bene ts and costs of working with each other and each other's organisations.
The paper by Eagar and colleagues is based on her introductory presentation to the workshop and recounts the experience of one collaborative research unit in Australia. Two other papers from the workshop recount similar case studies of their experience with collaborative research -Goering et al on mental health policy and Golden-Biddle et al on their collaboration with a regional health authority.
These case studies are then supplemented by three more general evaluations of the actual funding programmes of granting agencies that encourage such collaborations. The rst, done for the workshop by Ross et al, evaluated the experience of investigators operating under CHSRF's expectation of collaborative research. This is essentially an evaluation of the perceived impact and challenges of a research-funding policy that favours collaborative research. Similarly, the paper by Antil et al seeks to explain the rapid growth and spread of a Quebec funding agency's programme of support for collaborative research in social and health policy. This is complemented by the survey by Denis et al of the experiences of the Quebec researchers and practitioners funded under this programme. Both these papers on the Quebec funding agency experience, and the other three remaining papers, were commissioned for this collection after the initial workshop.
Ferlie et al analyse the attributes of the mode of knowledge production that is prevalent for health services researchers in the UK. Walter et al provide a valuable review of the experience with collaborative research outside the health sector -teaching us that lessons can be learnt from the social, justice and education spheres. Finally, Baturnek et al provide a conceptual framework to understand barriers and facilitators of exchanges between practitioners and researchers in their attempt to create new knowledge.
All the papers raise the question of what is success in the eyes of those funding or doing research as a collaboration between the scientists and the practitioners. This question was, in fact, posed to all the participants at the initial CHSRF workshop. Sixty per cent of the 150 or so participants responded with their de nition of success in a scientist-practitioner partnership for research. Interestingly, there were as many who had process-oriented answers as had outcome-or impact-oriented answers.
For instance, one respondent started with the instrumental impact: 'When a jointly planned research initiative produces results that are valued and acted upon by the decision-maker . . .' but nished with process-oriented considerations: '. . . and when the researcher and decision-maker have close ties before, during and after the research has been generated'.
Outcome or impact views of success focused on: the application of research, the production of accessible and practical research, reoriented priorities, sustained relationships, or mutual understanding of cultures. These views are captured in many of the papers in this collection. But in addition, the authors, as did the workshop participants who responded to the question, see success as more multifaceted and having to incorporate such considerations as personal commitment, supportive structures, adequate resources, de ned roles and cultural sensitivity.
Collaborative research clearly has multiple objectives and meanings in the eyes of those engaged in such partnership. This supplement is about exposing the breadth of those objectives and their interpretations from the perspectives of all those helping create knowledge from collaboration. It is also a start on gathering up the knowledge we need to re ne the methodology of collaborative research and facilitate the development of knowledge that is both scholarly and usable.
Some themes from this collection
Those interested in doing better collaborative research, in re ning the methodology, will nd much to contemplate from the papers in this supplement. As co-editors, we came away with our own themes to contemplate. We leave you, in this introduction, with four threads of commonality that we found woven throughout the papers as we compiled them for this supplement.
Both researchers and practitioners largely find worthwhile the additional investments of time and other resources demanded by collaborative research
Collaborative research requires researchers and practitioners to make serious commitments of time and other resources. Researchers adopting a collaborative approach have to keep their feet in two worlds simultaneously -the academic and the practical -and meet the sometimes competing demands and expectations of both. University promotion incentives are often not friendly to the exigencies of the practice and policy worlds, and the practice and policy world is often not tolerant of the contemplative nature of the research world. Collaborative practitioners, on the other hand, have to carve out time for research within practice and policy environments that rarely see it as a necessary prerequisite, or even an important resource, for problem-solving. There is little respect in working environments for the time and effort involved in the ne-grained interpretations of research that are needed for it to act as a lever for change in speci c contexts. We have more knowledge about these challenges, and some ways to address them, for the researchers. We know less about the challenges for practitioners and probably need to nd out more about the changes that collaborative research implies for practice and policy environments.
Despite the extra effort and signi cant challenges, the bene ts of collaborative research are perceived as signi cant. It may well be that initial involvement is in anticipation by practitioners of immediate and instrumental bene ts and by researchers of ready access to research sites. Nevertheless, surveys of the participants in collaborative research show that many quickly become seduced by the learning opportunity offered by long-term collaboration. It is probably these signicant learning opportunities, and the organisational and cultural changes that are made possible by them, that sustain practitioners and researchers in the often challenging collaborative research relationships.
Trust built through informal interaction is an essential ingredient for the success of collaborative research
Trust is the basis of collaborative research. Researchers and practitioners are only willing to modify their routines and to debate their respective objectives and understandings if they trust each other. Trust is not produced instantaneously and is created or sustained only by constructive experiences over time and across different situations. Hence, collaborative research relationships are unlikely to thrive unless there are opportunities for both structured and unstructured interaction between the two sides, in which trust can be established and reinforced. Formal, structured interactions are usually designed to achieve common research objectives and to share results -they do not necessarily allow off-the-record clari cation, transparent disclosure, resolution of contested interpretations or other trust-building exchanges. Informal, unstructured interactions are therefore necessary to create the space for these potentially threatening exchanges. They allow for mutual adjustments among professional groups on different sides of the research and practice worldsprofessional groups that at the outset are not socialised to common norms and expectations. Collaborative research between researchers and practitioners is in this sense a negotiation.
3.The success of collaborative research depends as much or more on the people involved as the processes they put in place
As with many human endeavours, the best processes in the world are unlikely to produce results without the right people to work within (or sometimes around) them. Strong leadership of programmes that encourage collaboration, and commitment to making things work by those working in such programmes, have been central to the successes of collaborative research so far. As with all activities that expect substantial change in current modes of functioning, collaborative research needs committed leaders. Granting agencies can provide occasions for the emergence or recognition of such devoted leaders (practitioners or researchers) but the funding policies themselves will not create such people. Moreover, the attractiveness of a research collaboration for a practitioner may be in uenced by the scienti c credibility of the individual researcher. High academic standards and high relevance for practice ideally go hand in hand.
Collaborative research is a journey without a clear destination
Implementation of a speci c collaborative research relationship entails many uncertainties. Future bene ts for any group of practitioners and researchers are highly contingent on the processes they use to develop and re ne the relationship further. With the development of trust and learning along the way, new opportunities for collaboration emerge and may be exploited for a variety of reasons. The mix of motivations, objectives and expected outcomes for collaboration will vary over this time, from instrumental impact on speci c problems, through elucidation of possible causes of ill-de ned problems, to very general enlightenment in broad areas of practice, policy or research. Indeed, the very direction of impact may vary over the life cycle of the collaboration: from research-to-practice, through practice-to-research and, most optimally, in both directions at once. To get something out of these different research experiences, perhaps it is best to think of collaborative research methodology as an evolving research programme based on cumulative discovery.
Let us now look at the papers to learn more about the dynamic and outcomes of collaborative research as a methodology for health services research.
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